Asia - Pacific Perspectives on Ethics of Science and Technology by Macer, Darryl R. J.
  
UNESCO Bangkok
Regional Unit for Social and Human Science 
in Asia and the Pacific
920 Sukhumvit Road 
Prakanong, Bangkok 10110 Thailand
E-mail: bangkok@unescobkk.org 
Website: www.unescobkk.org
Tel: +66-2-3910577 Fax: +66-2-3910866
UNESCO Bangkok
Regional Unit for Social and Human Science 
in Asia and the Pacific
Asia-Pacific 
Perspectives on Ethics of 
Science and Technology
Asia-Pacific  
Perspectives on Ethics of  
Science and Technology
Asia-Pacific Perspectives on the Ethics of Science and Technology. Bangkok: UNESCO Bangkok, 2007.
 xiv + 80 pp.
 1. Ethics of science.   2. Technology.  3. Governance of Science.  4. Bioethics. 5. Asia and the Pacific.
ISBN 978-92-9223-136-1 (Print Version)
ISBN 978-92-9223-137-8 (Electronic version)
© UNESCO 2007
Published by the
UNESCO Asia and Pacific Regional Bureau for Education
920 Sukhumvit Rd., Prakanong
Bangkok 10110, Thailand
Chief Editor: Caroline Haddad 
Editor: Darryl R.J. Macer
Cover design: Alessandra Blasi
Design/Layout: Sirisak Chaiyasook
Printed in Thailand
The designations employed and the presentation of material throughout the publication do not imply the 
expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of UNESCO concerning the legal status of any country, territory, 
city or area or of its authorities, or concerning its frontiers or boundaries.
SHS/06/OS/63-Electronic
iii
A
si
a-
Pa
ci
fic
 P
er
sp
ec
tiv
es
 o
n 
Et
hi
cs
 o
f S
ci
en
ce
 a
nd
 Te
ch
no
lo
gy
CONTENTS
CONTENTS iii
ACRONYMS iv
PREFACE v
FORWARD x
COMEST and Reflections on UNESCO’s Recommendation on the Status of Scientific Researchers 1
Bioethics in a Wider and Probably Original Sense 6
Pacific Ethics and Universal Norms 9
Indian Ethics and Contemporary Bioethical Issues 14
Bioethics and Interdisciplinarity 17
The Precautionary Principle in Nanotechnology 22
Philosophical and Practical Reflections of Malaysian Science 27
High Tech Neuroscience, Neuroethics, and the Precautionary Principle 37
Science, Technology, and the Supernatural in Contemporary Thai Novels 44
A Conception of Risk in Decision-Making 48
National Bioethics Commission of Indonesia in the Framework of National Scientific Research and 
Technological Development 50
Codes of Ethics for Engineers and Scientists in New Zealand 53
Consulting the Public in the Setting of Bioethics: Regulatory Framework and Policy in Malaysia 60
Discussion 67
Shinryo Shinagawa (Japan): Bioethics in a Wider and Probably Original Sense 68
Peggy Fairbairn-Dunlop (Samoa): Is there a ‘Greater Good?’ Ethics Policies in the Pacific 68
D.S. Nesy (India): Indian Ethics and Contemporary Bioethical Issues 71
Jeong-Ro Yoon (Republic of Korea): Whither the ELSI Programme in Korea 72
Soraj Hongladarom (Thailand): Bioethics and Interdisciplinarity 73
John Weckert (Australia): Should the Precautionary Principle be Applied to Nanotechnology? 74
Irina Pollard (Australia): Advances in Neuroscience and the Precautionary Principle:  
What Can Bioscience-Bioethics Teach Us? 74
Mary Vimalakuumari Kalaiarasi (India): Sensory Abilities Beyond Human 75
About the Contributors 79
A
si
a-
Pa
ci
fic
 P
er
sp
ec
tiv
es
 o
n 
Et
hi
cs
 o
f S
ci
en
ce
 a
nd
 Te
ch
no
lo
gy
iv
ACRONYMS
CEDAW:  Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women
COMEST:  World Commission on the Ethics of Science and Technology
IBC:  International Bioethics Committee
ICSU:  International Council of Scientific Unions
ICPHS:  International Council for Philosophy and Humanistic Studies
IGBC:  Intergovernmental Bioethics Committee
IGCP:  International Geoscience Programme
IHP:  International Hydrological Programme
ISSC:  International Social Science Council
IOC:  Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission
MAB:  Man and Biosphere
MOST:  Management of Social Transformations 
vA
si
a-
Pa
ci
fic
 P
er
sp
ec
tiv
es
 o
n 
Et
hi
cs
 o
f S
ci
en
ce
 a
nd
 Te
ch
no
lo
gy
PREFACE
Science and technology are shaping the future of countries across the world, and the euphoric message 
of belief in technology as a way to economic development continues to be dominant. While ensuring 
the right of scientific investigation, there is also a necessity to ensure that scientific progress is ethically 
acceptable. Reflecting this concern, UNESCO has made ethics of science and technology one of its five 
priority areas. This volume offers perspectives on some of these ethical issues from people living across 
Asia and the Pacific.
UNESCO’s programme in this area aims to strengthen the ethical link between scientific advancement 
and the cultural, legal, philosophical and religious context in which it occurs. UNESCO’s strategy in 
bioethics has been to act as a standards-setter on emerging ethical issues, to disseminate information 
and knowledge and to help Member States build their human and institutional capacities. The standards 
include the Universal Declaration on the Human Genome and Human Rights, adopted by UNESCO’s 
General Conference in 1997 and subsequently endorsed by the United Nations General Assembly in 
1998. This was followed by the International Declaration on Human Genetic Data, adopted in 2003, 
and the Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights, adopted by UNESCO’s 33rd General 
Conference in 2005.
UNESCO Ethics Programmes
In pursuit of the UNESCO mandate, the Social and Human Sciences (SHS) sector seeks to advance 
knowledge, standards, and intellectual cooperation in order to facilitate social transformations where 
the values of justice, freedom, and human dignity can be fully realized. The Sector’s task is to study what 
is, to anticipate what could be and to determine what should be in order to reduce the gap between 
what is and what should be.
The Sector’s Programme on the Ethics of Science and Technology1, being one of UNESCO’s five priority 
areas, is designed to ensure that the world remains secure for everyone by placing the ongoing 
revolutionary scientific and technological progress within a context of ethical reflection rooted in the 
cultural, legal, philosophical, and religious heritage of the various human communities. This programme 
covers two primary areas of ethical reflection: bioethics (addressing concerns stemming from advances 
in life sciences), and ethics of science and technology (addressing other areas of applied ethics in relation 
to scientific and social developments).
In order to more effectively implement ethics and bioethics activities, the networking and partnership-
building across the region must be improved with global assistance and cooperation. The meetings of 
2005 and 2006 follow up a 2003 consultation meeting on Ethics of Science and Technology in Bangkok, 
and signal an increase in activities in ethics in the region that will be sustained into the future as countries 
grapple with the issues raised by science and technology.
The UNESCO Bioethics Programme2 was created in 1993 and has been a principal priority of UNESCO since 
2002. Its first major standard setting document was agreed to in 1997 after five years of deliberations in 
the International Bioethics Committee. At the time that the UNESCO General Conference adopted the 
Universal Declaration on the Human Genome and Human Rights, it was the only international instrument 
in the field of bioethics, and it was further endorsed by the United Nations General Assembly in 1998. 
The Bioethics Programme is part of UNESCO’s Division of the Ethics of Science and Technology in the 
Social and Human Sciences Sector. It acts as the Secretariat of two advisory bodies: the International 
Bioethics Committee, composed of 36 independent experts, and the Intergovernmental Bioethics 
Committee, composed of representatives of 36 Member States. These Committees cooperate to produce 
advice, recommendations, and proposals that each submits to the Director-General for consideration 
by UNESCO’s governing bodies.
1 http://www.unesco.org/ethics
2 http://www.unesco.org/bioethics
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The International Bioethics Committee (IBC) is a body of 36 independent experts that follows progress 
in the life sciences and its applications in order to ensure respect for human dignity and freedom. It 
was created in 1993. The IBC provides a global forum for in-depth bioethical reflection by exposing the 
issues at stake. It does not pass judgment on one position or another. Instead, it is up to each country, 
particularly lawmakers, to reflect societal choices within the framework of national legislation, and to 
decide between the different positions. The tasks of the IBC include:
(1) to promote reflection on the ethical and legal issues raised by research in the life sciences and 
their applications, and to encourage the exchange of ideas and information, particularly through 
education; 
(2)  to encourage action to heighten awareness among the general public, specialized groups, and 
public and private decision-makers involved in bioethics; 
(3) to co-operate with the international governmental and non-governmental organizations concerned 
by the issues raised in the field of bioethics, as well as with the national and regional bioethics 
committees and similar bodies; 
(4) (i) to contribute to the dissemination of the principles set out in the Universal Declaration on 
the Human Genome and Human Rights, and to the further examination of issues raised by their 
applications and by the evolution of the technologies in question; 
  (ii) to organize appropriate consultations with stakeholders; 
  (iii) to make recommendations addressed to the General Conference, to give advice concerning the 
follow-up of the Declaration, and to identify practices that could be contrary to human dignity. 
Since 1998, the IBC has had statutes defining its mandate, composition, etc. The Director-General of 
UNESCO convenes the IBC at least once a year. Through its sessions and working groups, the Committee 
produces advice and recommendations on specific issues that are adopted by consensus and are widely 
disseminated and submitted to the Director-General for transmission to the Member States, the Executive 
Board, and the General Conference. The Director-General appoints the IBC’s 36 members to serve in their 
personal capacities for four-year terms. The selection is made by taking into account cultural diversity, 
balanced geographical representation, and nominations from some States of qualified specialists in the 
life sciences and in the social and human sciences, including law, human rights, philosophy, education, 
and communication.
The Intergovernmental Bioethics Committee (IGBC) was created in 1998, under Article 11 of the 
statutes of the IBC (International Bioethics Committee). It is comprised of 36 Member States whose 
representatives meet at least once every two years to examine the advice and recommendations of the 
IBC. It informs the IBC of its opinions and submits these opinions along with proposals for follow-up of 
the IBC’s work to the Director-General for transmission to Member States, the Executive Board, and the 
General Conference. The 36 Member States are elected by UNESCO’s General Conference, taking into 
account cultural diversity and balanced geographical representation. Members serve for terms of about 
four years, from the end of the ordinary session of the General Conference in which they are elected, 
until the end of the second subsequent ordinary session. 
The World Commission on the Ethics of Science and Technology (COMEST) was created in 1998 and is 
described by Professor Song in this volume (p. 1).
Mapping Experts and Data
In order to help Member States to build capacity in applied ethics, a system of databases is being created, 
called the Global Ethics Observatory (GEObs).3 At the time of writing, five of these databases of GEObs 
are online: 1) a database of experts in applied ethics; 2) a database of ethics institutions and committees; 
3) a database of teaching programmes; 4) a database of bioethics legislation from selected countries; 
5) a database of codes of conduct in science and technology. The information is searchable online and 
available in the six official languages of UNESCO. The databases 3 and 4 include only data from some 
geographical areas at present, and all databases are expected to grow significantly in coming years.
3 http://www.unesco.org/ethics/geo
vii
A
si
a-
Pa
ci
fic
 P
er
sp
ec
tiv
es
 o
n 
Et
hi
cs
 o
f S
ci
en
ce
 a
nd
 Te
ch
no
lo
gy
The process of entry includes the following steps:
Database 1
(1) Data from independent mailing lists of individuals interested and/or involved in applied ethics were 
combined to form one database with unique entries. 
(2) Criteria for determining what constitutes an expert were drawn up. Based on these criteria, a 
questionnaire was created in English and French for completion by prospective experts.
(3) The questionnaire was sent to all individuals in the combined database already gathered over the 
years, field office databases and prospective experts not already in the combined database. This 
work is ongoing for the region.
(4) Many responses have been received. Review meetings are held at Headquarters to determine 
whether or not, according to the agreed criteria, the individuals who responded are experts and are 
therefore to be included in the GEO database.
Database 2
(1) A pre-existing database of bioethics institutions was used as a starting point for this second 
database.
(2) Steps as outlined for Database 1.
Database 3
(1) A form was created to survey ethics teaching programmes.
(2) This form was distributed to participants in conferences on ethics teaching organized by the 
Division of Ethics of Science and Technology and responses have been received. In the coming years, 
mapping of programmes will be actively conducted in Asia and the Pacific region.
(3)  There have been challenges of data consistency for mapping teaching programmes, as the forms 
are more complex and the curricula that persons use vary widely. 
Other databases are under construction. In addition, the Regional Unit for Social and Human Sciences 
(RUSHSAP)4 of UNESCO Bangkok, is listing regional degree programmes in bioethics, codes of ethics in 
science and technology, and related resources.
UNESCO Asia-Pacific School of Ethics
RUSHSAP launched a UNESCO Asia-Pacific School of Ethics5 for partner individuals and institutions 
across the region in 2006. This undertaking recognises their contribution to the implementation of goals 
shared in the UNESCO programmes. It also contributes to capacity development by allowing a forum 
for discourse about issues in policy-making. In this way, too, UNESCO facilitates networking between 
countries in the implementation of standards that have been agreed between different countries.
Regional and National Bioethics Conferences 
UNESCO has been developing initiatives in the Asia-Pacific region for some time. In 1997, the UNESCO 
Asian Bioethics Conference was held in Kobe, Japan, together with the founding of the Asian Bioethics 
Association. There were a series of meetings on these issues organised in Japan, and in November 2003, 
a Bioethics Consultation meeting was held in UNESCO Bangkok. 
4 http://www.unescobkk.org/rushsap
5 http://www.unescobkk.org/index.php?id=apse
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In March 2005, the First Bangkok Workshop on Ethics Partnerships for Asia and the Pacific and the Fourth 
Session of the COMEST were held in Bangkok. In December 2005, the Twelfth Session of the UNESCO IBC 
was held in Tokyo, Japan. The COMEST and IBC are two statutory global committees designated by the 
United Nations to deliberate on these issues. The future involvement of participants in an expanding 
international network and activities across the region, and also globally, is one of the important 
outcomes of these meetings. 
In 2006, the Second Bangkok Workshop on Ethics Partnerships for Asia and the Pacific was held at UNESCO 
Bangkok, as was a series of “Consultations on Ethical Codes in Science and Technology”, which took place 
in Bangkok, New Delhi, Seoul and Tokyo. Additionally, the UNESCO Asia-Pacific Conference on Bioethics 
Education was held in Seoul, and resulted in adoption of a regional Action Plan on Bioethics Education. 
In March 2007, the Second UNESCO Bangkok Bioethics Roundtable (BBRT2) was held concurrant with 
the Eighth Asian Bioethics Conference.
National and sub-regional bioethics meetings and bioethics education training courses have also been 
held in many countries across the region as part of UNESCO Bangkok activities. The locations have 
included: Karachi, Bangalore, Vellore, Chennai, Colombo, Delhi, Bangkok, Kuala Lumpur, Manila, Tokyo, 
Seoul, Mumbai, Madurai, Trivandrum, Jakarta, Jogyakarta, Suva, Apia, Canberra and Hanoi.
Internationally, the Division of Ethics of Science and Technology has organized a series of ethics 
conferences in various countries. Through these conferences, information about UNESCO’s programme 
of ethics of science and technology can be disseminated. The conferences also provide a platform to 
establish intensive contacts between experts and interested parties in the countries. The conferences 
are usually planned in co-operation with the National Commissions for UNESCO or other interested 
organizations so that a joint venture will be established that benefits all participating institutions. 
These “Ethics Around the World: Rotating Conferences” have as their objectives the dissemination of 
information and materials about activities of UNESCO ethics programmes. The meetings provide the 
opportunity for information exchange with national and local professionals working in the ethics field, 
and the creation of networks for interested target audiences. Meetings have been held in Hamedan, Iran; 
Ankara, Turkey; Seoul, Korea; Jakarta, Indonesia; Moscow, Russian Federation; Beijing, China; Chengdu, 
China; Shanghai, China; Manila, Philippines and Dunedin, New Zealand.
The Way Forward
As UNESCO seeks to advance dialogue on ethics of science and technology, the Organization 
acknowledges that individuals who participate in its conferences come from a range of disciplines and 
cultures. Unless we can freely contemplate these issues, we will not be able to present a wide range of 
options to the communities and societies we inhabit. UNESCO encourages freedom of expression to 
work for greater understanding between people, which leads to the enrichment of all who participate 
in such dialogues. 
This collection of papers initiates a series of forthcoming books from UNESCO Bangkok offering 
perspectives on ethics in Asia and Pacific, with each focusing on a specific theme. These papers were 
originally presented during conferences on ethics in science and technology that UNESCO’s Regional 
Unit for Social and Human Sciences (RUSHSAP) has been convening since 2005. Since intercultural 
communication and information-sharing are essential components of these deliberations, the books 
also provide theme-related discourse from the conferences. 
The First UNESCO Bangkok Bioethics Roundtable was held 11-15 September, 2005, to launch UNESCO’s 
60th anniversary celebration in Bangkok. The UNESCO Bangkok office is the largest UNESCO branch 
office in the Asia-Pacific region, encompassing 46 member countries. RUSHSAP is designated as the 
regional office for coordinating implementation of the UNESCO programmes in the social and human 
sciences sector in Asia and the Pacific, which includes the programmes on ethics of science with the 
Division of Ethics of Science and Technology in Paris. 
ix
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UNESCO wishes to thank the active discussion and participation of all who attended the UNESCO 
Bangkok meetings. A special thank you is due to Heather McClellan and Caroline Haddad for help in 
editing the papers, to Frankie Keller for transcribing the discussion section, and to Sirisak Chaiyasook 
for designing the publication’s layout. The cover design is thanks to Alessandro Blasi. We look forward 
to increased discourse on these papers — not as the final word on these topics, but rather as a way to 
catalyze greater regional discussion about the ethics of science and technology.
Darryl Macer
Regional Advisor for Social and Human Sciences in Asia and the Pacific
UNESCO Bangkok
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FORWARD
The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) was founded for the 
purpose of promoting international peace through its programmes in the fields of Education, Science, 
Culture, and Communication. UNESCO was officially founded on 16 November 1945 in the aftermath 
of the “great and terrible war”…the war that could never be allowed to be repeated. It was founded to 
“create a culture of peace in the minds of men.” It has striven, for the last 60 years to accomplish this by 
exercising, activating and augmenting the educational, scientific and cultural relations of the peoples 
of the entire world. 
For 60 years, UNESCO has sought 
To promote•	  universal literacy and equal access to education; 
To promote•	  the free flow of ideas and universal access to information;
To promote•	  the expression of pluralism and cultural diversity in the media and in world information 
networks;
It has striven •	
To ensure•	  access for all to information and communication technologies;
To safeguard•	  cultural diversity and encourage dialogue among cultures and civilizations;
To promote•	  education as a basic human right;
To improve•	  the quality of education for all;
To promote•	  innovation and policy dialogue in education;
To promote•	  the drafting and implementation of standard-setting instruments regarding cultural 
heritage;
 To promote•	  principles and ethical norms to guide scientific and technological development, and 
social transformation;
To improve•	  human security by better management of the environment and social change;
To enhance•	  scientific, technical and human capacities to participate in the emerging knowledge 
societies; and
To enhance•	  the linkages between culture and development through capacity-building and the 
sharing of knowledge. 
UNESCO’s mandate has been broad; it has encompassed many programmes, projects and initiatives. 
Progress has been made, but there remains a lot to be done and our work is not finished. 
The UNESCO Bangkok office is the largest UNESCO field office in the Asia-Pacific Region, which for 
UNESCO includes 46 member countries from Iran in the West to Japan in the East, and to the South, 
New Zealand and 17 Pacific Island nations. The conferences that gave rise to this publication included 
individuals coming from a number of these countries and also outside the region.
One of the current top five priorities of the Organization is reflection and action related to the ethics of 
science and technology, the topic of this volume. UNESCO Bangkok is designated as the coordinating 
office in the region for implementation of the UNESCO programmes on ethics of science. This includes 
ethics teaching programmes, implementing the Decade of Education for Sustainable Development 
(ESD) and increasing national and regional implementation of UNESCO declarations on bioethics, 
as well as supporting activities of the UNESCO International Bioethics Committee (IBC), the UNESCO 
Intergovernmental Bioethics Committee (IGBC) and the World Commission on Ethics of Science and 
Technology (COMEST).
Since 2005, UNESCO’s Regional Unit in Social and Human Sciences in Asia and the Pacific has held 
conferences to study a vast span of bioethics issues. Experts present question how bioethics declarations 
xi
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and international agreements can be applied to enhance the realities of communities across a divided 
and diverse world. There has been dialogue on the ethical implications of many varied themes, such 
as organ donations and transplants, human cloning, human embryonic stem cell research, transgenic 
Thai papayas, AIDS, animal rights and cultural perspectives. This publication initiates a new series of 
books looking at Asia-Pacific perspectives on the ethics of science, technology and bioethics. We need 
to learn how we can implement UNESCO and UN declarations better in this region to accomplish the 
Millennium Development Goals, and to do so in ways that are consistent with the variety of cultures 
found in this region of the world. By the publication of these papers and pertinent dialogue from the 
conferences, we hope that new perspectives on these issues for the global community will also improve 
mutual understanding between and among cultures.
Sheldon Shaeffer
Director
UNESCO Asia and Pacific Regional Bureau for Education 
Bangkok, Thailand
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COMEST and Reflections on UNESCO’s 
Recommendation on the Status of  
Scientific Researchers*
Song Sang-Yong, Ph.D
COMEST
Republic of Korea
The COMEST
Within the purview of the ethics of science and technology focus area, the World Commission on Ethics 
of Scientific Knowledge and Technology (COMEST) was formally created in 1998, and is composed of 
18 prominent independent personalities (in 2005, these were from Brazil, Canada, Chile, Egypt, France, 
India, Japan, Mali, Morocco, New Zealand, Norway, People’s Republic of China, Russian Federation, 
South Africa, Republic of Korea, Spain, and the United States of America) and 11 ex officio members 
(chairpersons of IBC, IGBC, ICSU, ICPHS, ISSC, Pugwash Conference on Science and World Affairs, IOC, 
MAB, MOST, IHP, IGCP) from different regions of the world and from various scientific and humanistic 
disciplines.
COMEST is tasked with formulating, on a scientific basis, ethical principles that can shed light on the 
various choices and impacts occasioned by new advancements in scientific and technological fields, 
thus fostering a constructive ethical dialogue on the values at stake.
COMEST is mandated as an advisory body of UNESCO, seeking to provide informed counsel to decision-
makers. It functions as an intellectual forum for the exchange of ideas and experience. COMEST detects 
early signs of risk situations associated with science and technology, ranging from cases where countries 
have developed new technologies at the expense of the global environment, to issues such as the 
restricted access of developing countries to such technologies. It also provides a platform to promote 
dialogue between scientific communities, decision-makers, and the public at large.
The first phase of COMEST’s work focused on the exploration of ethical issues in water usage, energy, 
space policy, and information, as well as on the teaching of ethics. Drawing upon dialogues from the 
first phase, COMEST has now adopted a new approach for the second phase of its work by supporting 
Member States in a range of activities with regard to ethical issues related to science and technology. 
COMEST has also expanded its focus, looking at the ethics of outer space, ethical codes of conduct 
for scientists, and environmental ethics, as well as addressing specific issues of science ethics, research 
ethics, ethics of technology, and ethics teaching.
Recommendation on the Status of Scientific Researchers 
The UNESCO Recommendation on the Status of Scientific Researchers was made a generation ago in 
1974. However, it still seems to be based on the concept of science which was prevalent in the logical 
positivism and the Mertonian sociology of science of the 1930s. The traditional view of science, with the 
norms of ‘objectivity’ and ‘disinterestedness’, was seriously challenged by the post-analytic philosophy 
of the 1960s and the sociology of scientific knowledge of the 1970s. As a result of the criticism of 
science, including the anti-science movement, the old notion of the ethical neutrality of science became 
obsolete. 
* Paper first presented at the Consultation Meeting on Ethical Codes in Science and Technology, UNESCO Bangkok, 
May 2006.
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There is no consensus on the nature of science among philosophers. It is true that the new view of 
science has not been accepted, especially in the scientific community. The majority of scientists still 
cling to the traditional view. The ‘science war’ of the 1990s is a good example of the orthodox scientists’ 
backlash against the supposedly subversive attempts of cultural studies of science and post-modernism. 
Nevertheless, the Recommendation should reflect the changing concept of science. 
The Recommendation is focused on the status of researchers and is mainly interested in the freedom 
of science and the rights of scientists. Ever since the trial of Galileo in the seventeenth century, some 
scientists have had difficulties with religious authorities. The interventions in science by such authorities 
have been weakened considerably in recent times. The evolutionists in the United States, however, are 
still harassed by creation science, a pseudo-science. Freedom of science was awfully threatened in Nazi 
Germany and the Soviet Union under Stalin. The Aryan science and Lysenkoism were unforgettable 
nightmares for scientists. Even after World War II, the Cold War and such problems as racial discrimination 
brought forth the issues of freedom in the conduct of science. ICSU formed the Standing Committee on 
the Freedom in the Conduct of Science (SCFCS) in 1963.
As the adverse aspects of science came to be apparent in the latter part of the last century, a shift from 
freedom to responsibility became inevitable. It meant the utmost importance of the ethics of science. 
The creation of the Standing Committee on Responsibility and Ethics of Science (SCRES, 1996-2002) in 
the ICSU and the World Commission on the Ethics of Scientific Knowledge and Technology (COMEST, 
1998) in UNESCO was the natural outcome. The World Conference on Science in Budapest (1999) was the 
turning point towards the social responsibility of scientists and the ethics of science. There is no doubt 
that the autonomy and freedom of science and the welfare and rights of scientists are as important as 
ever. The tension between freedom of research and government interest and the trend towards more 
commercialization are new problems. However, more emphasis on responsibility and ethics, rather than 
on freedom and rights, is essential. It is justified by the fact that “science, which was seen as a positive 
force in securing justice, human rights and freedom, is no longer what it used to be.” (Fenstad 2003).
The Recommendation mentions environmental problems, but it is not free from anthropocentrism. The 
time-honoured Cartesian distinction between humans and animals is now universally refuted. Animal 
issues were not included in the Declaration at the World Conference on Science in Budapest. The debates 
on animal rights are on-going, but the concern for animal rights and animal welfare is badly needed. The 
concept of sustainable development, which was adopted at the UN Conference on Environment and 
Development, Rio de Janeiro in 1992, and reaffirmed at the World Summit on Sustainable Development, 
Johannesburg in 2002, should also be added.
The accelerated development of bioscience and biotechnology after the 1970s raised various new 
ethical issues. Bioethics dealing with the Human Genome Project, genetically modified organisms 
(GMOs), test tube babies, cloning, stem cell research, etc., suddenly rose as an extremely important 
field. Western bioethics started with reflection on the cruel human experimentations by Nazi doctors. 
The Nuremberg Code (1947) and Helsinki Declaration (1964) are perennial classics. The irony is that the 
Prussian government and Weimar government made even stronger and more extensive guidelines than 
the above ones in 1900 and 1931, respectively. New problems such as informed consent, institutional 
review boards and ethics committees appeared. Bioethics is very sensitive and controversial since it is 
related to research with human subjects and human reproduction. The Universal Declaration on Bioethics 
and Human Rights in 2005 is a monumental achievement of the International Bioethics Committee (IBC) 
of UNESCO, in addition to the Universal Declaration on the Human Genome and Human Rights (1997) 
and the International Declaration on Human Genetic Data (2003). “Bioethics is no longer the exclusive 
concern of scientists, medical professionals or policy makers. It concerns all people.” (Ten Have, 2006) 
Bioethical issues should be given top priority. The Universal Declaration will be the basis to go further.
In the twentieth century, there were two alleged cases of bacteriological warfare in East Asia. Japan 
conducted biological weapons research, including human experimentation, in China from 1932 until the 
end of World War II. During the Korean War, the allegations that the U.S. Forces had used bacteriological 
warfare in North Korea and Northeast China were raised (Tsuchiya, 2000). Big powers continued the 
development of biological weapons, and some developing countries joined the group.
After the terrorist attacks in the U.S. on 11 September 2001, the possibilities of bioterrorism caught much 
attention. Bacteriological warfare is a serious threat to humankind. At the IV International Conference on 
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Bioethics (2005) in Gijon, the ‘Declaration against Biological Weapons’ was adopted. Will the successful 
campaign for nuclear disarmament half a century ago happen again? Scientists should be encouraged 
to consider the problem sincerely. In general, scientists disagree with military research. Many research 
projects are connected with the military in one way or another. It is a grave problem for scientists to cut 
these military connections.
Breakthroughs in information and communication technology are changing human life in all respects. 
One billion people on the earth are interconnected on the Internet. The digital revolution is regarded as 
a more significant event than the fall of socialism at the end of the twentieth century. It is accelerating 
globalization and social changes. It also benefits productivity, economic growth and international 
exchange in culture (Evers, 2001). On the other hand, it is suffering from the problems of privacy, 
alienation and cyber crimes, as predicted half a century ago. The Internet calls on new ethics appropriate 
to a new era. It is the engine driving us towards increased inequality. International security is another 
problem to be solved.
Risks and uncertainties are two characteristics of contemporary society. The emergence of unpredictable 
and uncertain, and possibly catastrophic, risks made the society develop an anticipatory model: the 
Precautionary Principle to protect humans and the environment. It was a shift from post-damage control 
to pre-damage control of risks. The Precautionary Principle is useful not only for environmental ethics, 
but also for the ethics of emerging technologies, including nanotechnology.
During the past decades, scientists, laypeople and politicians have become increasingly aware of the 
importance of ethics in scientific research. Several trends have contributed to these growing concerns. 
First, the press has covered stories on ethical issues raised by science. Second, scientists and government 
officials have investigated, documented and adjudicated cases of ethical misconduct. Third, science’s 
increasing interdependence with business and industry has generated conflicts between the values of 
science and business (Resnik 1998).
 Scientific misconduct became a public issue in the United States in 1981, when its Congressional House 
of Representatives held the first hearing on the problem. In 1989, the Public Health Service created the 
Office of Scientific Integrity in the National Institute of Health. It means that research ethics began to 
be institutionalised. Similar institutions were made in Scandinavian countries, Germany and the United 
Kingdom during the 1990s. 
In the history of science, frauds and fakes are not rare. However, the recent scandal of Hwang Woo-Suk in 
stem cell research is one of the biggest, considering its scope and impact. The collapse of research ethics 
in Korean biotechnology is not only a fatal blow to Korea, but also throws many problems to the whole 
world. In spite of the continuous criticisms from bioethicists, Hwang was a national hero and international 
star fully supported by the government, mass media and people. He looked invincible. Thanks to the 
information of a whistleblower and the tenacious investigation by the producers of MBC TV his research 
was disclosed to be a huge fake (Song, et al. 2004). It was fortunate that the verification efforts of young 
scientists and prompt investigation by Seoul National University brought the case to conclusion. The 
Korean Government hurriedly began to make a guideline for research ethics, and research integrity 
committees are appearing in many universities. Increasing frauds and misconducts in research are big 
problems all over the world. Research integrity is a challenge to the scientific community.
“Science and Society: Rights and Responsibilities”, an ICSU Strategic Review (2005), emphasizes the 
changing relations between science and society. It points out that with regard to expert understanding 
of the relations of science and society, there have been significant developments in academia in recent 
decades. 
Problems of science today are too complex to be solved by scientists alone. This is the reason why their 
cooperation with humanities and social science is indispensable. History and philosophy of science 
(HPS) was born in the nineteenth century and became a well-established interdisciplinary field by the 
1940s. Science and Technology Studies or Science, Technology and Science (STS) have grown rapidly 
since the 1970s to be a remarkable discipline in and out of universities. Historians and philosophers 
of science tend to be critical of science, which makes them unpopular among scientists. However, it is 
expected that HPS and STS can help science in many ways. They have become sources of policy advice to 
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governmental and corporate decision-makers. HPS and STS should be given more roles in both science 
education and ethics education.
UNESCO’s Recommendation sees science only in the service of humankind. Science cannot be a 
handmaiden to the economy. The values of science for its own sake should be taken into consideration. 
The “Two Cultures” problem has never been solved. The traditional dichotomy between science and 
culture is no longer tenable. Science, itself, is a culture. Science as a culture brings science to the general 
public by humanising it. Public understanding of science is best achieved by the notion of scientific 
culture. Popularisation does not mean enlightening ignorant people. It is necessary to develop flexible 
processes of two-way dialogues and communication instead of top-down lectures.
In the Recommendation there are no women scientists. During the last century, the status of women 
in the world improved a great deal. Yet women remain under-represented in the scientific community. 
They find difficulties not only in entering science, but also in advancing and in getting fair salaries. Many 
ethnic minorities and disadvantaged groups are also largely excluded from science. Urgent measures 
are needed to abolish any kind of discriminations against these groups.
Ethics education is one of the priority areas for COMEST. Science education used to concentrate on 
science itself. It has recently been recognized that science education should include the human and 
social implications of science. It is no wonder that STS is becoming an indispensable part of science 
education. Students who are taught solely the good side of science are destined to have a distorted 
view of science. Well-balanced views of science are possible by teaching them the bad side, too. It is now 
necessary to add the ethics of science at all levels of science education. Furthermore, the independent 
course of ethics of science should be compulsory for all science majors.
The “Declaration on Science and the Use of Scientific Knowledge” and ”Science Agenda – Framework 
for Action” adopted at the World Conference on Science [footnote with dates] along with the “Universal 
Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights” of UNESCO should be used as points of reference to 
reconsider the current usefulness and validity of the Recommendation. The perspectives of the ICSU 
Strategic Review are also very helpful.
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Bioethics in a Wider and Probably Original Sense*
Shinryo Shinagawa, MD
Hirosaki University School of Medicine
Japan
Bioethics is now booming throughout the world, especially among medical and comedical professionals. 
It is very easy to find news and topics relating to bioethical problems in newspapers as well as weekly 
and monthly journals, TV, and so on. Many medical and comedical schools have already introduced 
bioethics courses. Indeed, we are now living in an era of a bioethics boom.
Regrettably, I think something is wrong in Japan: When I ask, for example, medical and comedical 
students about bioethics, most students answer that “bioethics is the study of acceptable conduct by 
medical and comedical professionals on such advancing techniques as diagnosis of brain death, organ/
tissue transplantation, in vitro fertilization of donor’s semen and ova, and sex selection of the fetus.”
According to the Encyclopedia of Bioethics, edited by Warren T. Reich (1978), “bioethics can be defined as 
the systemic study of human conduct in the area of life science and health care, insofar as this conduct 
is examined in the light of moral values and principles”, and “bioethics encompasses medical ethics and 
extends beyond it”.
While medical ethics in its traditional sense has dealt with value-related problems that arise in the 
patient-physician relationship, bioethics is more inclusive in four significant respects. They are:
 (1) bioethics extends beyond human life and health to embrace issues involving animal and plant life;
(2) bioethics extends beyond individual life and health to embrace social, international, and global 
issues such as population control; 
(3) bioethics extends beyond intra-generational life and health to embrace reproductive and inter-
generational issues such as in vitro fertilization, gene therapy, and so on;
(4) bioethics embraces the value-related problems that arise in all health care professionals such as 
nurses, midwives, X-ray technicians, and so on.
In other words, bioethics may be considered a wider concept than traditional medical ethics, and can 
be understood standing on the utilitarian principle of “the greatest good and happiness for the greatest 
number”. More exactly, the “greatest number” can be read as the greatest number not only of people, 
but of all living things, including plants and animals.
From this point of view, I think that bioethical issues can be classified into seven categories. The most 
important category is:
 (1) sanction of life, peace, and the prevention of war—especially of nuclear war, since it affects the 
largest number of living things. 
The list continues, in descending order of importance as I see it:
 (2) security of materials and environment necessary for human life such as clean air, water, foods, fuels, 
greens, and so on;
 (3) allocation of medical and health care resources;
 (4) problems relating to elderly people (including euthanasia and mercy killing);
* Paper first presented at the First UNESCO Bangkok Bioethics Roundtable, September 2005.
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 (5) problems relating to handicapped fetus and children;
(6) problems relating to modern reproductive technologies such as in vitro fertilization, artificial 
insemination by donor’s semen and ova, and sex selection of the fetus;
 (7) problems relating to brain death and tissue/organ transplantation.
The second issue I would like to talk about today is my classification of human life based on bio-medicine. 
They are:
 (1) the pre-cytological level human life, such as of chromosomes, hereditary genes, DNA, and so on;
 (2) the cytological level human life, such as of ova and sperms;
 (3) human life at the stage of fertilization and nidation in et ex utero;
 (4) human life at the stage of zygotes, embryo, and fetus in utero;
 (5) human life at the stage of birth;
 (6) human life after birth ex utero;
 (7) human life as a member of family and of community.
Bioethics should cover all these seven levels of stages of human life. But in present-day Japan, too little 
has been discussed on human life in levels five, six, and seven, mentioned above.
The third point I would like to emphasize in my speech on bioethics is that: Bioethics should be 
discussed from two standpoints. One is from a standpoint of human beings, in general. Another is from 
a standpoint which considers the traditional backgrounds of culture, habit, religion, and so on. I am 
calling the former as “genoethics”, and naming the latter as “pheno(meno)ethics”.
There have been many examples of pheno(meno)ethics in traditional religions and ancient references 
such as the Ten Commandments of Moses, the Seven Rules of Noah, the Five Principal Ethical Rules (in 
Confucianism), the Noble Eightfold Path (in Buddhism), and so on.
Regrettably, endeavours to establish a Minimum Requirement of Ethics for all peoples, for all nations, and 
for all countries are not yet sufficient. The standardization of pheno(meno)ethics is extremely difficult, 
because pheno(meno)ethics are very often the products of history, political, and socio-economic 
situations between and within nations and countries. On the contrary, I think that standardizing 
genoethics would be not so difficult. As far as I understand, genoethics is not a problem of national 
interest, but an issue of humanity and educational consciousness.
Particular attention is paid in this study to the constitutions of more than 30 countries. The author 
emphasizes the importance and necessity of standardization and establishing peace, and for the 
solution and avoidance of international, interracial, and interreligious conflicts already occurring or 
which will occur in the near future.
Finally, I would like to introduce my own tentative Genoethical Ten Rules, and a draft of Seven Rules by 
my coworker in Israel, Mr. Avi Gold.
Genoethical Ten Rules
 (1) Do your best in carrying out your duties. 
 (2)  Respect others’ rights.
 (3)  Be kind to every person, animal, and plant.
 (4)  Never injure or kill.
 (5)  Save natural resources.
 (6)  Be more conscious of the environment and population problem.
 (7)  Never be greedy concerning money, goods, and sex.
 (8)  Tell, write, and report the truth.
 (9)  Care for the diseased, the disabled, the elderly, and children.
 (10) Care for your own health.
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Seven Rules of Genoethics
 (1) Respect the rights of the individual.
 (2) Respect and honour parents and elders.
 (3) Prohibition of murder, theft, and adultery.
 (4) Prohibition of lying (importance of telling the truth).
 (5) Protection of the individual against greed.
 (6) Establishing legal systems with courts of law.
 (7) Prevention of cruelty to animals and the consideration of the feelings of animals.
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Pacific Ethics and Universal Norms*
Peggy Fairbairn-Dunlop, Ph.D.
University of Victoria,
New Zealand
Introduction
The expansion in technology in recent years, especially in health and agriculture, has highlighted the 
need to reflect on the moral dilemmas of these advances. It has led to research and public debate 
on ethics issues; the establishment of various forms of bioethics committees (UNESCO Guide No. 1. 
Establishing Committees); and, as will be discussed in this paper, the drafting of the Universal Declaration 
on Bioethics as a standard-setting mechanism for ethics behaviours. The Pacific has not kept pace with 
these developments, and the absence of mechanisms for implementing ethics has made the Pacific 
vulnerable to unethical research practices by external agencies, acts of biopiracy, and the loss of 
biodiversity. 
It has become vital for Pacific nations to establish some form of bioethics committee and/or ethics 
debate to critique research and technological initiatives, and to ensure that the community is informed 
and ready to make decisions about these issues. The question is: What form should these ethics-
focused initiatives take? Pacific ethics6 is grounded in customary ways and are reinforced by Christian 
teachings. The fundamental belief is that family communal systems ensure the spiritual, economic, and 
social security of family members, and they set the standards for all behaviour. This knowledge has 
been passed on by word of mouth, from generation to generation. Universal declarations, on the other 
hand—such as the Universal Norms of Bioethics7—are documented, feature a rights-based framework, 
and assume a set of universals. 
This paper argues that the Pacific challenge is to develop a post-colonial ethics discourse that is “Pacific 
in philosophy and locally grounded in context.” The influence of changing times is central to this 
process, as seen in the words of Maori scholar Te Rangi Hiroa (Dr Sir Peter Buck) “The old world created 
by our Polynesian ancestors has passed away and a new world is in the process of being fashioned” (NZ 
Herald, 2005). While Pacific research continues to emphasize the endurance of customary ways, there is 
also a growing recognition of the role of universal rights and principles. For example, the recent public 
monarchy confrontations in Tonga (2005) began on a platform of poverty-related grievances, but they 
moved quite quickly to impassioned appeals for rights and democratic principles. Sovereignty issues 
are also gaining prominence in Pacific small island developing states (SIDS)—including the emergence 
of more critical appraisal of the relevance of global conventions to the Pacific, and the “right” of external 
agencies to set those agendas.
This paper begins with an outline of Pacific ethics principles, followed by a summary of the Declaration 
of Universal Norms of Bioethics, and then raises some potential tension points between the two. Next, 
some future directions for ethics research, teaching, and debate in the Pacific are proposed. 
6 Ethics is defined as a “moral philosophy prescribing what is right and what is wrong… it states how the world 
ought to be rather than how it is” (Siwatibau 2005).
7 While this paper looks at the Bioethics Declaration, similar comments could be applied to other conventions, such 
as the International Declaration on Human Genetic Data, for example (SHS/Bio/04/1), CEDAW or the CRC.
* Paper first presented at the First UNESCO Bangkok Bioethics Roundtable, September 2005.
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Pacific Ethics and Universal Declarations
Because Pacific values and beliefs are transmitted orally, many have incorrectly assumed that these 
thoughts are not important or are effectively non-existent. Ethics has a central place in the Pacific’s 
indigenous knowledge systems and processes. Each daily life event is seen through a lens of ethical 
values, mores, and codes of conduct developed over years. Indigenous ethical systems incorporate 
technical insights and wisdom-based observations of natural, social, and spiritual phenomena which, in 
turn, validate place and identity, as well as the survival of Pacific nations in our increasingly globalized 
societies. These ethics principles have developed hand-in-hand with the society’s epistemological 
systems—they are central to how knowledge is gained and organized, how knowledge is used, and 
who has access to it:
Every Pacific society has a framework of knowledge that is systematically gathered and formulated 
within a paradigm of general truths and principles. Knowledge gathering and systems of 
validating knowledge and legitimising information are processes that are often determined and 
regulated (but not exclusively) by a select group within the traditional hierarchy of knowledge 
with the aim of protecting the quality and well [sic] being of people (Health Research Guidelines, 
2005:10). 
In Pacific knowledge systems, priority is given to relationships, both between humans as well as with 
the land and the sea. Stories explaining the deeds of past generations and the symbolic nature of the 
landscape can be found in songs, laws, history instruction, and social systems. Relationships are holistic 
in nature and embody the human, spiritual, and natural worlds. There are the genealogies, such as the 
Maori whakapapa, that determine place, values, and desirable behaviours. Identity, self-esteem, and 
“place” were integral to these systems, and still are.8
When Maori look at the landscape they ‘see’ kinship relationships. The knowledge that is vital to 
understanding how the relationships are formed, operate and are maintained is used to maintain 
the environment (Ng Pae o te Maramatanga Journal 1: Marginalisation, 2005)
In summation, knowledge in Pacific societies is collective and aimed at maintaining the relationships 
between people—past, present, and future generations—and the environment. While ownership of 
knowledge is familial and collective, differentiation can be made between knowledge that is protected 
and knowledge that is shared. In addition, because the focus in on maintaining relationships, knowledge 
sharing is an interactive and dynamic process. In this value system, the “process” by which knowledge is 
gained is as important as the “content”. The central position of process is seen in the Health and Research 
Council of New Zealand guiding principles for ethical research. 
Guiding Principles for Forming/Maintaining Ethical Research (Guidelines on Pacific Health Research 
(2004))
Relationships•	
Respect •	
Cultural competency •	
Meaningful engagement •	
Reciprocity •	
Utility•	
Rights•	
Balance •	
Protection •	
Capacity building•	
Participation •	
8 The majority of land in the Pacific’s small island states is held in customary tenure for use by family members.  
E.g., estimates are that over 90% of land in Samoa is in customary tenure, similarly for Papua New Guinea.
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These guidelines were identified through a series of intensive debates and negotiations within the Pacific 
community. This consultation process ensured the relevance, validity, and ownership of the principles, 
and kept the community informed and knowledgeable about these issues, thereby increasing the 
likelihood of these principles being applied. Informed community participation such as this is a vital 
element in the identification and implementation of ethics policies and practices, particularly in the 
Pacific’s communal societies. 
The Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights
The Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights is a standard-setting mechanism. The 28 
articles of the Declaration include goals, aims, general fundamental principles, derived principles, 
procedural principles, procedures, and promotion and implementation mechanisms. 
Potential Tension Points
The standard-setting function of the Declaration is seen in aim 1 to provide a universal framework 
of fundamental principles and basic procedures designed to guide States in the formulation of their 
legislation and their policies in the field of bioethics, and to form the basis for guidelines in bioethical 
matters for institutions, groups and individuals concerned. 
Few would argue with this statement or question the need for the Pacific to develop legislation 
and policies in bioethics that will guide national decision-making and also protect Pacific SIDS from 
incidents such as external researchers carrying out research in the Pacific that would be prohibited in 
their home country9 and acts of biopiracy. However, the predominantly rights-based framework of the 
declaration and the assumption of overarching universals present clear room for tension with Pacific 
understandings, as seen in the following examples.
Rights
The rights-based strategy is set out in the aims and repeated throughout in many articles. The following 
words capture the clear conceptual differences between this human rights focus and the Pacific 
collective value base: “within a Pacific framework, the focus shifts from the individual rights and the 
emphasis is given instead to both the group and interpersonal relationships… this does not negate 
individual rights, rather [sic] it recognises the limits of the individual rights-based approach for people 
who have a relational theory of personhood” (HRD, 2004). 
Collective Ethical Stance
The article on informed consent is again grounded in the concept of individual right of responsibility/
control/power over one’s action. A Pacific ethical view of DNA testing would be that if my DNA contains 
my genetic ancestry/history, then what right do I have to give consent for what is, in effect, our families’ 
collective knowledge?
Holistic
An example from Hawaii demonstrates the holistic nature of Pacific ethical relationships. In Hawaii, the 
Monsanto Corporation began experiments in the genetic modification of taro, in collaboration with 
the University of Hawaii. This seemingly straightforward piece of agricultural research was not seen as 
such by the local community, which regarded this as a mana mahele (a second mahele), whereby the 
company was attacking the mana that is in taro. Because taro is the first born in Hawaiian genealogy, 
9 E.g., DNA testing carried out without consent of blood samples collected in the Cook Islands (B. Sykes, The Seven 
Daughters of Eve); cancer research and the complete DNA sampling of the Tongan population (Bear, J.C. 2004. 
What’s My DNA Worth, Anyway?” A Response to the Commercialization of Individuals’ DNA Information. Perspectives 
in Biology and Medicine. Vol. 47 (2), pp. 273-289); and the patenting of kava medicinal properties by external 
pharmaceutical companies (http://www.etcgroup.org/en/take_action/past_actions.html).
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the community viewed this research as changing the genes of their ancestors (pers. comm., E. Huffer, 
quoting Walter Ritte 2005)
(2) Future Directions 
There is little public debate, teaching, or research on ethics issues in the Pacific today. Nor are Pacific 
ethical statements documented and easily accessed by the public. A national university has recently 
adopted an ethics research policy, and this issue is being discussed at the main regional university. 
Outside the academic arena, professional organizations (e.g., engineers, accountants, and doctors), the 
media, and community organizations (Table 1) are putting ethical codes into practice. 
Table 1: Ethics Codes Established and Promoted by Pacific Community Organizations
Ethics statement  Agency
How it is monitored, used,  
and grounded in community
JAWS
Ethical Standards
Journalists Association of Samoa 
(JAWS) was established in 1985
The Ethical Standards set soon after.
Applied on a daily basis
Printed in papers once a month
2001 PINA/PNG Media Council Press •	
Freedom Award 
2000 World Press Freedom Hero Award, •	
Int’l. Press Institute
Gold Winner Int’l. Freedom of the •	
Press Award (supported by index on 
Censorship) 
1998 Commonwealth Press Union Astor •	
Award for Press Freedom
1997 Pacific Investigative Journalism •	
Award, UPNG
1994 Pacific Press Freedom Award, PINA•	
Vanuatu Cultural 
Research Policy
The Vanuatu National Cultural 
Council is responsible for research 
(see chapter 186, 6 (2) of the Laws 
of the Republic of Vanuatu) 
The Vanuatu Cultural Centre is 
the executing arm of the National 
Cultural Council and responsible for 
implementing the Policy.
Priority research topics•	
‘Outside’ researchers•	
Applications for research/fees •	
Traditional copyright considerations•	
Ni-Vanuatu participation in research and •	
training.
Benefits to community, nation…•	
Deposit & accessibility of materials•	
Commercial ventures•	
The value of any ethics code or framework depends on if they are known about, discussed, agreed to, 
and supported by appropriate implementing mechanisms, as in the process followed in preparing the 
JAWS ethics policy and the Vanuatu Cultural Research Policy. Further, it is important that the public be 
kept informed on these issues and learn the skill of evaluating technological innovations from a Pacific 
ethical viewpoint. National discussion also provides the entry point for review of universal declarations, 
such as the Bioethics Declaration. 
Building capacity for ethics debate/committees includes actions by:
Universities and tertiary institutions, school curriculums and teacher training institutions- Materials 
with Pacific perspective to school curriculums and teacher training institutions used alongside the 
ethics research policies
Health Departments- Links with the New Zealand Health and Disabilities Commission guidelines
Agriculture- In partnership with FAO
13
A
si
a-
Pa
ci
fic
 P
er
sp
ec
tiv
es
 o
n 
Et
hi
cs
 o
f S
ci
en
ce
 a
nd
 Te
ch
no
lo
gy
An ultimate “first” step would be to establish some form of bioethics committee with a coordinating, 
advocacy, and awareness-raising role. Such a committee could also connect Pacific countries into global 
ethics debates and promote publications such as the Australian Journal of Professional and Applied Ethics 
(Charles Sturt University) and the Work in Progress journals of the United Nations University. 
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Indian Ethics and Contemporary Bioethical Issues*
D.S. Nesy, Ph.D.
University of Kerala
India 
Any discussion of Indian ethics is susceptible to either a lack of specificity or over generalization. Often, 
it is claimed that moral problems have not been pursued consistently nor successfully tackled in India. 
This attitude can be summarized by paraphrasing Albert Schweitzer: 
There are two fundamental problems in all thought. First is the polarity between life and world •	
affirmation, and life and world negation. Second is the relationship between ethics and these two 
approaches to life. In the life and world affirmation, humans see the world as having a value per se; 
something that human beings are expected to preserve and advance. In the life and world negation, 
the world is taken as sorrowful and meaningless. Rather than seeking to perfect the outer world, 
human beings should renounce the world and seek to perfect their inner beings. The greatest 
problem for life and world negation is that it makes no room for an active ethic—it reverts more to 
inner virtues rather than outer activity. It asks of human beings more a spirit of kindliness free from 
hatred rather than a life of active love. The Indian approach is characterized as this kind. 
This can be attributed to many reasons:
The nature of concrete moral duties is defined with reference to the social organization of a given •	
location. For example, ethically correct conduct in the city-states of Greece was not necessarily correct 
in imperial Rome. Hence, in the Indian context, moral actions call for a different connotation. 
The classification of duties and virtues is naturally influenced by the social realities, and anyone who •	
is not familiar with a given social structure is likely to have little intimate knowledge and appreciation 
of its ethical values. India, with its tradition of castes and classes, postulates different rights and duties 
to different people. The Brahmanical system of social stratification cannot advocate a uniform code 
of morals. 
Human life is divided into different stages (•	 asramas), and the duties pertaining to different stages 
naturally vary from one another. For example, the stages of brahmacharya (student), grahastha 
(householder), vanaprastha (forest dweller), and sannyasa (saint) all call for different duties at different 
stages, even within a single individual. 
Scriptural basis is another point of interest in Indian ethics. The •	 Vedas, the earliest scriptural literature 
of India, are regarded as the ultimate source of all dharma (virtue), religion, duty, or law.
The much-adored distinction between •	 sreyas (perfection) and preyas (pleasure), with an inclination 
towards sreyas, is a peculiarity of Indian ethics. The ascetic preachers preached that the highest 
spirituality is synonymous with renunciation of the world. They go to the extent of prescribing a milder 
discipline for the common person, who has various obligations to fulfil other than contemplation and 
spiritual practice. 
The doctrine of dharma, which is another peculiarity of Indian ethics, is what is prescribed by the •	
scripture. There are different kinds of prescriptions, like nitya karmas, which are duties of perfect 
obligation. Not performing such duties yields sin. Kamya karmas are duties of imperfect or contingent 
obligation, and are obligations one can skip if they have no desire to gain the fruits of those actions. 
For example, the aspiration to attain heavenly bliss, or the aspiration to attain objectives like children 
or wealth. Naimittika karmas are contingent and obligatory duties, such as the various sacraments 
associated with birth, death, etc., which are to be performed when those events occur. 
* Paper first presented at the First UNESCO Bangkok Bioethics Roundtable, September 2005.
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The view that Indian thought lacks a firm foundation for ethics is reinforced by the following 
consideration:
Sankaracharya, the ninth century advocate of the philosophy of the •	 advaita Vedanta tradition in 
India, held that the ultimate reality was unity, and he relegated ethics to a lower level because it 
involves distinctions. For him, the ultimate goal was liberation (moksa), meaning the end of the cycles 
of rebirth and the realization of the ultimate unity without distinctions. The place of ethics in this 
scheme is only preparatory to the path of realization, and it has nothing special to offer to affect 
realization. Further, it is categorically made clear that the liberated human is beyond all distinctions, 
and, hence, beyond ethics;
Belief in the doctrine of karma, which says that actions or attitudes are the results of previous actions, •	
negates free will. If all actions are the result of past karma, one cannot be held responsible for what 
they do: the basic principle of all ethics. 
All these points indicate that Indian tradition is ethically handicapped, but there are certain missing 
links to be joined: 
When it is said that moral obligation rests upon the recognition of specific duties attached to each •	
caste and each stage of life, it is not correct to say that there are no universal duties that every person 
is expected to perform. For instance, there are certain duties that cut across sectional differences of 
society. Duties relating to transcendental matters include the abjuration of six deadly sins (lust, anger, 
greed, infatuation, pride, and jealousy). The renunciation of excessive attachment and hatred of all 
kinds is commanded for all. 
The science of salvation (moksa sastra) is central in Indian philosophy. Along with this, there is the science 
of statecraft (artha sastra) and the four objectives of human life (caturvargas), or purusarthas. Actually, 
there is something called the “Indian Philosophy of Values.” From the standpoint of Indian philosophy, 
there are two functions of knowledge: one is theoretical, namely revealing the existence of some object 
(artha nparichitti), and the second is practical, namely affording help in the attainment of some purpose 
in life (phala prapti). They are referred to as fact and value, respectively. It is thought that knowledge 
of facts leads to the pursuit of values. The well-known group of four values is: dharma, artha, kama, 
and moksha, called purusharthas (human values) because they represent the ends that are consciously 
sought by human beings. 
There are certain cultural axioms that underlie the Indian view of right action:
Purity and impurity: purity, or •	 suddha, refers to the most desired state of being, and impurity, or 
asuddha, refers to the opposite of purity. As the desired state, purity is most likely to be followed, and 
as a negative state, impurity is likely to be avoided. This axiomatic principle affects how one lives and 
what actions are good or bad. 
Renunciation and societal life: asceticism and renunciation is another cultural axiom. Right from •	
the time of the Upanisads, the traditions of renunciation and asceticism have been much valued 
in the Indian tradition. The contradiction between ordinary social life and the value placed upon 
renunciation may be overcome via the four-fold class system and the four stages of life. At any one 
point of time, one’s swadharma of appropriate actions is determined by these two grids of four. 
Along with the value of renunciation, the emphasis placed on the principle of •	 ahimsa makes it an 
essential ingredient of Indian thought. For Gandhi, it was the foundation of human progress. Non-
violent resistance requires strength and resolve. It means that one is prepared to suffer violence at 
the hands of another without retaliation or violent defense. Ahimsa is not submission to the will of 
the evil doer, but is resistance to that will, and involves the hope of changing that will in conformity 
with truth. It is based on the premise that ahimsa is equivalent to truth (satya), and that even if one 
perishes while implementing ahimsa, truth will prevail and be ultimately realized. The principle of 
ahimsa has three dimensions of thought, word, and deed. It should begin in the mind and only then 
issue appropriate actions. Even though it is a fact that one may witness heated arguments, mistreated 
animals, or even physical violence on Indian streets, the doctrine of ahimsa has influenced the 
lifestyles of many Indians. 
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Apart from the above, the modern western approaches to India have mainly focused on metaphysics 
and epistemology, at the expense of having a blind eye to the ethical issues of modern living. Also, it is 
a fact that to the modern Indians, ethical issues are not as important as other issues. Yet the in-depth 
exploration of the ethical foundations within Indian philosophy is important. The “ought” of ethics 
(dharma) is foundational for all Indian thought. The following examples all point to the supreme value of 
ethics in the Indian tradition: the ideals of human life in this world; one’s relation to other human beings; 
the duties of caste and stages of life; the insistence on the list of bad habits to be broken (Patanjali); 
good habits to be instilled as the requirements for the practice of yoga; and the emphasis that ethical 
action (Jaimini) is inescapable and therefore the supreme governing force of the universe.
Contemporary Issues
Human rights and women: The place of women in social life has been a much-discussed topic since •	
Vedic times, and has culminated in the Constitution of India assigning all citizens to be equal before 
law, without reference to gender. Many acts are passed on the ethical principle that women ought to 
be treated as men are treated, and justice should be blind to gender. But in some cases, these laws 
might actually mask the negative treatment of women.
Suicide: Ancient law books consider suicide a major violation of moral law. Still, religious suicide (such •	
as sati) is supported. Actually, a debate over sati embodies the encounter of tradition and modernity. 
On the one side, there are those who hold to the traditional place of women in society and family. On 
the other side, there are those who champion the cause of women and seek to elevate them to equal 
standing with men. Traditional texts are based on the principle of inequality, while modern human 
rights perspectives are based on the presumption of equality.
Abortion: The earliest Indian texts consider abortion a serious crime, and one who extracts the embryo •	
from the womb is seen as an evil doer. This is based on the following concepts:
(1) the traditional view is that human beings are a combination of spirit and matter. The foetus in the 
womb is held to possess consciousness and even memories of past lives; 
(2) the axiom of karma and rebirth is against abortion, since such action terminates the possibility of 
unborn’s opportunity to develop and realize the possibilities of life; 
(3)  in Indian tradition, sons carry on the family name and perform religious ceremonies at the death 
of the father.
Hence, the Indian tradition always accorded personal moral status to the embryo/foetus throughout 
pregnancy. As such, it is held that life begins at conception, feticide is a major sin, pregnancy is a great 
good, women are worthy of respect and care, and pregnant women are especially to be protected and 
granted concessions. 
In modern India, abortion is legal under certain conditions. A major current debate is over selective 
abortion through sex determination tests. 
Conclusion
In the Indian tradition, ethics has a very long history. Granted, it has tended to concentrate on attitudes of 
personal cultivation leading to liberation—but it does contain a framework that can be used to address 
modern issues. This framework can be used to analyse issues such as euthanasia, the environment, 
gender equality, and medical technology. Although it begs more interpretation, one can presently 
look into the Indian tradition for meaningful insights into still wider ranges of pressing contemporary 
issues.
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Bioethics and Interdisciplinarity*
Soraj Hongladarom, Ph.D.
Chulalongkorn University
Thailand
It is well known that the study of bioethics is interdisciplinary in nature. But this important characteristic 
is seldom discussed in literature within the field. It is my aim in this paper to contribute to filling this gap 
by presenting a view that is intended more for opening up further discussion and investigation than 
for presenting a final opinion. I will first begin with a list of questions on the nature of the discipline, 
and after, a discussion on that nature (disciplinary or interdisciplinary, and what it all means). The paper 
will conclude with a number of practical recommendations on how a course or programme of study in 
bioethics should be developed.
There are a number of questions related to the nature of bioethics as an academic discipline, and these 
questions point to the nature of academic disciplines, in general. Some of the questions are: What kind 
of discipline is bioethics? If it’s interdisciplinary, what is its nature? What are the practical implications of 
this issue? How should bioethics be taught? And, what should a programme of study in bioethics look 
like? I will first begin with a discussion on bioethics as a discipline, which I think is the most basic topic 
and, in fact, is one that defines the course of the answers to the questions.
That bioethics has become an academic discipline on its own is well known. There are now many 
academic teaching programmes in the field, leading to titles such as “Master of Arts (or Science) 
in Bioethics”, or “Doctor of Philosophy in Bioethics”. There are also many conferences in the field, a 
number of journals, and a growing number of practitioners who call themselves “bioethicists.” These 
professionals are found in bioethics teaching programmess in higher education institutions, and it is 
these groups who regularly attend bioethics conferences, contribute to bioethics journals, and form 
professional bioethics associations. Moreover, they can also be found in many areas of the professions; 
namely, medicine, biological sciences, philosophy, law, and so on. 
This all points to a well known fact: The field is, perhaps paradoxically, an “interdisciplinary discipline.” 
On this aspect, it shares the interdisciplinary nature of some other fields, such as cultural studies, area 
studies, and the cognitive sciences. What these disciplines have in common is that they emerged out 
of the inadequacy of a particular academic discipline in response to problems that arose out of either a 
need to gain a comprehensive overview of an area (as in the case of cultural or area studies) or a set of 
common problematic issues (such as human cognition) that covered information from more than one 
discipline. 
In the case of cultural or area studies, the aim is to gain a bird’s eye view, so to speak, on the specific 
culture or area at hand. Insights and results from several disciplines, most notably the humanities and 
social sciences, are collected to form a clear picture. The focus in these cases is not the same as that 
of a traditional discipline. For example, the focus of history is an explanation of an historical event; 
the concentration is on the past. There is also a commonly accepted method of studying the past that 
consists of interpreting historical texts. The focus of economics is an explanation of an economic event. 
The questions asked consist of something like, “What are the reasons behind a country’s doing well or 
not well in economic matters?” Once again, the focus is not actually on the area in question, but on the 
set of techniques or methods that together define economics as an autonomous discipline. On the 
contrary, the focus of area studies is not on the sets of methodologies, but on the areas themselves, and 
the methodologies serve as a means by which a comprehensive view is obtained. 
* Paper first presented at the First UNESCO Bangkok Bioethics Roundtable, September 2005.
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In the same vein, cognitive sciences emerged out of the dissatisfaction of a number of scientists and 
scholars in various fields (namely, psychology, computer science, linguistics, and some others) in dealing 
adequately with human and animal cognition. All these disciplines deal in one way or another with 
human cognition, but each does so in its own particular manner. In order for a comprehensive view to 
be gained, these disciplines need to work together, and that is exactly what happened in the late 1980s, 
when the discipline of cognitive sciences took shape. 
Like the other interdisciplinary disciplines, bioethics comprises several traditional academic schools. 
One finds influence from philosophy, law, medical sciences, and biotechnology in the field. However, 
bioethics has one important difference from the discussed disciplines: It has a core focus of value 
evaluation and judgment. The cognitive sciences can be readily considered a branch of natural science, 
because the focus is on how to explain human (and animal) cognition. The area studies could perhaps 
be classified as social sciences, because the areas in questions are social or political entities. However, 
the focus of bioethics is on how one makes informed and rational assessments and decisions related 
to issues in the life sciences and biotechnologies. As such, this focus differentiates the field from all the 
natural sciences, which do not naturally concern themselves with value judgments. On the other hand, 
the topics of consideration—what the value judgments are about—are issues that emerge from the 
natural sciences. Thus, the field lies precisely at the intersection between the sciences and humanities 
(with the social sciences somewhere in between). This is perhaps a peculiar aspect of bioethics, which 
makes it an exciting and important field of study and research.
Because a field is exciting and important, that does not necessarily mean it is easy to manage, or to 
understand its nature as an academic discipline. In a criticism of interdisciplinary disciplines, Beer has 
the following to say:
A man who can lay claim to knowledge about some categorized bit of the world, however 
tiny, which is greater than anyone else’s knowledge of that bit, is safe for life: reputation 
grows, paranoia deepens. The number of papers increases exponentially, knowledge grows by 
infinitesimals, but understanding of the world actually recedes, because the world really is an 
interacting system. And since the world, in many of its aspects, is changing at an exponential 
rate, this kind of scholarship, rooted in the historical search of its own sanctified categories, is in 
large part unavailing to the needs of mankind.
There has been some recognition of this, and inter-disciplinary studies are by now commonplace 
in every university. But will this deal with the problem? Unfortunately, it will not. We still say that 
a graduate must have his ‘basic discipline’, and this he is solemnly taught—as if such a thing had 
a precise environmental correlate, and as if we know that God knew the difference between 
physics and chemistry. He learns also the academic mores, catches the institutional paranoia, 
and proceeds to propagate the whole business. Thus it is that an ‘interdisciplinary study’ often 
consists of a group of disciplinarians holding hands in a ring for mutual comfort. The ostensible 
topic has slipped down the hole in the middle. Among those who recognize this, too, a natural 
enough debate has ensued on the subject: Can an undergraduate be taught ‘interdisciplinary 
studies’ as his basic subject? But there is no such subject; there is no agreement on what it would 
be like; and we are rather short of anyone qualified to do the teaching. Those who resist the 
whole idea, in my view correctly, say that it would endanger the norms of good scholarship. 
There is a deadlock . . . 
The dissolution of the deadlock within the disciplinary system that I described above has got 
to be metasystemic, not merely interdisciplinary. We are not interested in forming a league of 
disciplinary paranoids, but (as Hegel could have told us) in a higher synthesis of disciplines . . . 
In the mounting pile of new books printed every year that are properly called scientific, one may 
take hold of one’s candle and search like a veritable Diogenes for a single one answering to the 
honest criteria I have proposed for a metasystemic utterance. There is only a handful in existence 
at all, which is not surprising in view of the way both knowledge and academia are organized. 
And yet, as I have also proposed, herein lies the world’s real need. If we are to understand a newer 
and still evolving world; if we are to educate people to live in that world; if we are to legislate for 
that world; if we are to abandon categories and institutions that belong to a vanished world, as it 
is well-nigh desperate that we should, then knowledge must be rewritten (Beer, 1980, p. 64-5).
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The idea, of course, is that interdisciplinary disciplines should become more properly disciplinary by 
creating and maintaining a “metasystemic” discourse that serves to define the discipline in question vis-
à-vis others. It is conceivable that these metasystemic discourses will just become a normal discipline 
on their own, with their interdisciplinary character being lost. In the end, if this idea is followed through, 
the interdisciplinary disciplines will simply become additional disciplines, with their own set of canons 
and problematics, curricula, etc. 
The quotation from Beer points to a basic problem of interdisciplinary study and research. Being 
composed of several different disciplines, the interdisciplinary programmes tend to lack a character 
of their own. While the philosopher has her own image and public persona, created perhaps by the 
way philosophers typically carry out their work, the bioethicist does not enjoy such a reputation—at 
least not to the same extent. In Thailand, where bioethics is just beginning to take hold, bioethicists are 
usually composed of biological scientists and medical doctors who talk about the values of their work, 
and in many cases do not have the required background knowledge to deliberate fully and efficiently 
or to communicate their values and deliberations to the public. Hence, the persona of the bioethicist is 
absorbed by that of the medical doctor, or, in fewer cases, that of the lawyer or the philosopher. Without 
a character of its own, the discipline tends to lack its own identity. This can translate into many practical 
challenges, as I shall try to spell out in the course of this paper.
 This lack of identity is perhaps one of the reasons why bioethics or any other formerly interdisciplinary 
disciplines, in general, tend to take on a properly disciplinary character. The way to become a proper 
discipline is rather familiar: one has to have its own gathering, namely conferences, seminars, and 
workshops. The group of people who regularly attend these meetings are those who become the core 
of the new discipline. Then what happens, naturally, is that this group of academics talks and shares 
research results among themselves, thus creating new jargon that everyone accepts and shares. There 
is also a set of problems that the newly emerging discipline is devoted to discussing. All these aspects 
translate into a common methodological framework shared by the group. There are also journals to 
formally communicate their viewpoints and research results, there is a professional association to 
institutionalize the discipline, and, in the end, there are teaching programmes to train future members 
of the group. This is how an academic discipline creates itself. 
When psychology was created in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, what happened was 
that the pioneers of the new discipline saw that they were doing something radically different from their 
mother discipline of philosophy. Instead of studying the mind through philosophical methods, these 
pioneers looked at the natural sciences as their model, and imported the methods of experimentation 
and verification to their field. There was a fundamental shift in the basic principle. Instead of viewing 
the mind as something unquantifiable that could be studied only through rational argumentation 
and subjective introspection, the early psychologists believed that the mind could indeed be studied 
objectively. During its first few years, modern psychology gradually took shape, and when there were 
enough people subscribing to the same set of methods and assumptions, the new discipline clearly 
defined itself against philosophy and took off on its own. 
Creating a new discipline is as sociologist of science Steve Fuller has argued: The process is a conventional 
one, wherein a group of scholars starts subscribing to a new set of methods and ideas that define a new 
discipline. There is no logical proof that these new sets reflect reality more accurately than the earlier 
ones. This, as is quite well known, is the message of historian of science Thomas Kuhn, who famously 
argued that what drives the history of science forward is not that the new systems manage to discover 
reality better than the earlier systems; instead, it is that the new group of scientists gets to define 
themselves in a different way (Kuhn, 1996). Kuhn calls the process a “paradigm shift.” The old paradigms 
may have served their purposes for a period of time, but when socio-historical conditions change, the 
old paradigms may become outdated and replaced by a new set. This, as both Fuller and Kuhn seem to 
argue, does not seem to have anything to do with truth or “uncovering facts.”
This means that disciplines emerged out of socio-historical reasons, and not for the traditional, academic 
reason of better uncovering reality. This has many implications for the interdisciplinary disciplines that 
we are discussing. According to Fuller, “disciplines are artificial ‘holding patterns’ of inquiry whose 
metaphysical significance should not be overestimated” (Fuller, 2005). Furthermore, “the persistent need 
